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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In The Matter of the Application of SAN DIEGO GAS 
& ELECTRIC COMPANY (U902E) for a Certificate of 
Public Convenience and Necessity for the South Orange 
County Reliability Enhancement Project 

                 A. 12-05-020 
          (Filed May 18, 2012) 

NOTICE OF ORAL AND WRITTEN  EX PARTE COMMUNICATION 

Pursuant to Rule 8.3 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, the City of 

San Juan Capistrano (the City) submits this Notice of Oral and Written Ex Parte Communication. 

On October 20, 2016, at 11:00 a.m., Dr. Dariush Shirmohammadi of Shir Consultants, 

consultant to the City, Charles View City Project Manager and Jeanne Armstrong of Goodin, 

MacBride, Squeri & Day, outside counsel to the City, met with Charlyn Hook, Legal Advisor to  

Commissioner Michel Florio.  On October 20, 2016, at 1:30 p.m., Dr. Shirmohammadi, Mr. 

View and Ms. Armstrong met with Ehren Seybert, Energy Advisor to Commissioner Carla 

Peterman. On October 20, 2016, at 2:00 p.m., Dr. Shirmohammadi, Mr. View and Ms. 

Armstrong met with Sean Simon, Energy Advisor to Commissioner Lianne Randolph. All 

meetings took place at the Commission’s San Francisco offices, were initiated by the City, and  

lasted approximately 30 minutes each. The content of the meetings was substantially similar and 

included oral and written communications (attached). 

Ms. Armstrong spoke about the overall differences between the Proposed Decision and 

Alternate Proposed Decision (APD) and, in particular, how the APD suffered from deference to 

the California Independent System Operator which was inconsistent with the Commission’s 

statutory duties.  Mr. View addressed the significant negative impacts to the economically and 

socially diverse community in San Juan Capistrano which would result from the approval of the 
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Proposed Project. In addition Mr. View addressed the degradation of the City’s historic district 

by the complete or partial demolition of the historic substation building which is called for under 

the Proposed Project.  Dr. Shirmohammadi addressed each of the alleged feasibility concerns 

regarding Alternative J that were raised in the APD as well as some misconceptions regarding 

the cost of Alternative J in comparison to the Proposed Project.

For a copy of this notice please contact Wendy Peña at 415-392-7900 or 

wpena@goodinmacbride.com.

Respectfully submitted this October 24, 2016, at San Francisco, California. 

GOODIN, MACBRIDE,  
SQUERI & DAY, LLP 
Jeanne B. Armstrong 
505 Sansome Street, Suite 900 
San Francisco, California  94111 
Telephone:  (415) 392-7900 
Facsimile:  (415) 398-4321 
Email:  jarmstrong@goodinmacbride.com

             By      /s/Jeanne B. Armstrong    
           Jeanne B. Armstrong  

Attorneys for the City of San Juan Capistrano 
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ATTACHMENT C



Is Alternative J Technically 
Feasible & Cost Effective 



Reliability Concerns with Alternative J (1) 

• Alternative J causes overloads in SCE system under contingency 
conditions 
• The same SCE system overloads happen under SOCREP (SDG&E Alternative) 
• Any solution proposed for SCE system overloads under SOCREP could be used 

for Alternative J 

• There is insufficient space  for Alternative J’s 230 kV switchyard  at the 
Trabuco Substation  
• Record shows that the number of substation elements required for 

Alternative J switchyard can readily fit in allocated space 



Reliability Concerns with Alternative J (2) 

• Alternative J 
results in 
potential 
overloads in 
SDG&E SOC 
transmission loop 
under Category C 
contingencies 
• Extremely simple 

SPS solves all 
these problems 

 



SOC Overload (1) 



SOC Overload (2) 



Simple SPS for Alternative J 
• This simple SPS could be readily implemented and sompletely 

resolves all concerns with “Path 43” flow limit 



Even Simpler SPS for Alternative J 
• This simpler SPS could be readily implemented and completely 

resolves all concerns with “Path 43” flow limit 



Trabuco 230 kV Switchyard Location 

• The new Trabuco 230 kV air insulated switchyard will have fewer 
elements than the reconfigured Talega 230 kV air insulated 
switchyard but the same roughly 2 acre land to build on 
• If still concerned about space Trabuco 230 kV switchyard could 

become gas insulated (similar to the planned Capistrano 230 kV 
switchyard) and use half the available space  
• Raises the cost of Alternative J (later slide) 

 



Capistrano Versus Trabuco Substation 
Trabuco Substation – Alternative J 



Cost of Alternative J Versus SOCREP 

Cost Components       Major Elements Constituting the Cost 
SOCREP Cost 

(SDG&E) 
Alt J Cost 

(per SDG&E) 
Alt J Cost 

(Frontline) 
SOCREP Alt J 

Cost of the 
230/138/12 kV  
Substation(s) 

 $222 million 
(inclusive of 

permitting and 
AFUDC)  

$502-$594 
million 

$86 million * Nine (9) 230 kV gas breakers 
* Two (2) 230/138 kV transformers 
* Twenty four (24) 138 kV breakers 
* Talega reconfiguration 

* Six (6) 230 kV air breakers 
* Two (2) 230/138 kV transformers 
* One (1) 138 kV breaker 
* Same as Talega reconfiguration 

Cost of 230 kV  
Transmission Lines 

 $130 million 
(inclusive of 

permitting and 
AFUDC)  

$16-$20 
million 

$5 million * 7.8 miles of double circuit 230 kV line 
* 1900 feet of underground 230 kV cable 

* 0.5 miles of double circuit 230 kV line 
* No undergrounding of 230 kV lines  
 

Cost of 138 kV 
Lines 

$25 million $0  $0   Relocation of 1.8 miles of 138 kV 
transmission lines 

None 

Cost of 
Distribution  
Upgrade 

$7.1 million $0  $0   Relocating several 12-kV distribution lines 
segments (approximately 6 miles) into 
underground conduit  

None 


